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Status 

1 )^| Responsive to communication(s) filed on 27 August 2008 . 
2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)£3 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^3 Claim(s) 1-7,9-14 and 16 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |EI Claim(s) 1-7, 9-14 and 16 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

This action is in response to Applicant's amendment filed August 27, 2008. 
Claims 8 and 15 have been cancelled. Claims 1-7, 9-14 and 16 are pending in the 
present application. 

The indicated allowability of claims 1-7, 9-14 and 16 is withdrawn in view of the 
newly discovered reference(s) to Morita et al. Rejections based on the newly cited 
reference(s) follow. Examiner regrets any inconvenience. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-7, 9-14 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over USPN 6,424,997 issued to Bushkirk, Jr. et al. (hereinafter referred to 
as Bushkirk) in view of USPN 5,832,470 issued to Morita et al. (hereinafter referred to 
as Morita). 

Regarding claim 1, Bushkirk teaches an electronic message processing system 
arranged to receive electronic messages, the system comprising: 
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means for storing a plurality of classification rules (figure 2: 125); 

at least one text analyzer (figure 1 : classifier and action selector); 

a respective rule engine associated with the at least one text analyzer and with 
rule storage means, the at least one text analyzer and associated rule engine being co- 
operable to apply at least one classification rule to the content of a received electronic 
message and to generate at least one result based on the application of said at least 
one classification rule (figures 1 and 2; abstract; col. 4, lines 6-36); 

a classification module co-operable with the at least one text analyzer and 
associated rule engine and arranged to classify the electronic message into at least one 
message category based on said at least one result, wherein the classification rules are 
arranged into a plurality of rule sets, the classification module being arranged cause the 
at least one text analyzer in association with the associated rule engine to apply at least 
one of said rule sets of the plurality of rule sets to the message content, wherein the at 
least one result generated by application of the at least one rule set from said plurality of 
rule sets to the message content determines at least one other rule set from said 
plurality of rule sets next to be applied to said message content (figures 1 and 2; 
abstract; col. 1, lines 52-62; col. 2, lines 39-58; col. 3, lines 16-25). 

However, Bushkirk fails to explicitly teach applying the one or more rule sets to 
the message content in accordance with a hierarchical structure. Morita teaches 
applying rules to message content in accordance with a hierarchical structure (figures 1, 
2, 5, abstract; col. 21 , line 63 to col. 22, line 35). At the time the invention was made, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to apply rules to message 
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content in accordance with a hierarchical structure because a hierarchical structure 
enables the possibility of rapidly applying the rule set to the message content because 
of its different level structure, therefore minimizing the classification time. 

Regarding claim 2, Bushkirk teaches an electronic message processing system 
as claimed in claim 1 , wherein the at least one text analyzer and associated rule engine 
are arranged to generate a respective result set for the at least one rule set applied to 
the message content, the classification module being arranged to determine 
respectively from the at least one result set whether to classify the message category or 
cause a further rule set to be applied to the message content (col. 1 , lines 52-62; col. 2, 
lines 39-58; col. 3, lines 16-25). 

Regarding claim 3, Bushkirk teaches an electronic message processing system 
as claimed in claim 1 , wherein the text analyzer includes the rule engine (figures 1 and 
2). 

Regarding claim 4, Bushkirk teaches an electronic message processing system 
as claimed in claim 3, wherein the classification module is arranged instantiate a 
respective instance of the text analyzer for each rule set, each text analyzer instance 
being arranged apply respective set the message content (col. 1 , lines 52-62; col. 2, 
lines 39-58; col. 3, lines 16-25). 
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Regarding claim 5, Bushkirk teaches an electronic message processing system 
as claimed claim 4, wherein each text analyzer instance associated with a respective 
lexical analysis tool (abstract). 

Regarding claim 6, Bushkirk teaches an electronic message processing system 
as claimed claim 1 wherein each lexical analysis tool includes a dictionary (figure 2: 
105). 

Regarding claim 7, Bushkirk teaches an electronic message processing system 
as claimed claim 1 wherein the rule storage means comprises a plurality of rule files, 
each rule file containing a respective rule set (figure 2: 125). 

Claim 9 is similar to claim 1 , therefore are rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claim 10, Bushkirk teaches a method of classifying an electronic 
message as claimed in claim 9 further including: instantiating for each rule set (figure 1); 
and arranging each text analyzer instance to apply its respective rule set to the 
message content (figures 1 and 2). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Bushkirk teaches an electronic message processing system 
as claimed in claim 1, wherein the electronic messages to be processed include 
unstructured text-based messages (abstract). 
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Regarding claim 12, this is an electronic mail (e-mail) processing system 
comprising an electronic message processing system as claimed in claim 1, therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claim 13, this is an SMS message processing system comprising an 
electronic message processing system as claimed in claim 1, therefore is rejected under 
the same rationale. 

Claims 14 and 16 are similar to claim 1, therefore are also rejected under the 
same rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ALINA N. BOUTAH whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3908. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday (9:00 am 
- 5:00 pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tonia L.M. Dollinger can be reached on 571-272-4170. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Alina N Boutah/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2443 



